Letters to the Editor 


A Reply to Comments on the 1973 Annual Meeting 


Dear Sir: 

It is with a sense of deep regret that I write to Dave 
{McCarn] and to all of you who attended the ASIS Conven- 
tion in Los Angeles and who left with a feeling that the 
quality of the meetings was not up to standard. It is not 
enough to say that we tried, for Pm sure that you will grant 
that our committee tried, but we either did not try hard 
enough or we did not put our efforts in the right places (J). 

The ASIS annual meetings are themselves an attempt to 
experiment with methods for improving communication and 
the transfer of information. We tried to be innovative in 
planning the program. We featured keynote speakers, debates 
and panels on topics germane to the theme of Information: 
Benefits and Costs. Our major innovative feature was the 
epitome sessions which provided a platform for all of our 
members to discuss the work they were doing and the subjects 
they felt were important. These sessions were well attended, 
and | really do not believe that they were trivial and mediocre 
as was claimed. 

But Dave protests more for what was not said, and in his 
letter he provides a list of subjects which could have been 
discussed. Some of them were, but perhaps not with the 
prominence that other topics received. The paper sessions did, 
however, represent the concern of the members, and these 
topics, too, deserved a hearing and a discussion. 

This year our annual convention takes place in Atlanta. I 
sincerely hope, and confidently expect, that the °74 meeting 
will be an improvement over ’73, and it is the feedback from 
the members that will help make it so. 


Harold Borko 

Graduate School of Library Service 
University of California, Los Angeles 
Los Angeles, California 90024 
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Where the Action Is and Was in Information Science 


Dear Sir, . 

In Salton’s article in this journal (J) two tables are pro- 
vided showing high ranking authors in information science. 

The following list was compiled from the 1972 Science 
Citation Index showing authors cited ten or more times in that 
year. Unique citations were counted and self citations 
excluded. 


Bar-Hillel, Y. 
Carnap, R. 
Cherry, E.C. 


Garfield, E. 
King, D.W. 
Lancaster, F.W. 
Licklider, J.C.R. 
MacKay, D.M. 
Perry, J.W. 
Price, D.J. de S. 
Salton, G. 
Shannon, C. 
Taube, M. 
Vickery, B.C. 


Citations to authors given in Salton’s Table 2 were checked, 
and since the majority were cited less than 10 times they do 
not appear here. 

The definition of Information Science used by Salton 
includes the words: “....also comprising aspects relating to 
communication and system theory;” it seems extraordinary 
that people like Shannon, MacKay, Carnap and Cherry should 
be omitted from such a list purporting to cover this area. 
These men were cited 200, 45, 45, 35 times respectively in 
1972. 

My list can be criticised as excluding other worthy candi- 
dates, and for including multi-disciplinary authors who work in 
fields besides Information Science. Both of these comments 
would probably be correct. However even if one excluded, for 
example, Derek Price’s History of Science- cited works (is this 
Information Science?), he would still comfortably qualify. 

Is it of interest to note that the authors R.A. Fairthorne, 
H.P. Luhn, and C.N. Mooers who appeared on Salton’s list, 
and who must be considered as important pioneers, do not 
appear on my list. These authors are occasionally cited en 
passant in a context like “if only the computer fraternity had 
listened to Robert Fairthorne.” 

The relatively low number of citations to these people (7, 
5, 4 respectively) may be due in part to fast obsolescence in a 
recent and fast expanding field, and in part because informa- 
tion scientists seem to be less willing than others to cite their 
pioneers—a fairly widespread practice in many sciences. 

My list does not even seem to support Salton’s conjecture 
that the field has been unable to attract truly first-rate 
personalities, 


A. E. Cawkell 

Director of Research 

Institute for Scientific Information 
132 High Street 

Uxbridge, Middlesex 

England UB8 1DD 
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